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([Rev. to 2013] § 21a-278 [b]); whether drug dependency is affirmative defense
that must be proven by defendant; whether, at time trial court dismissed motions
to correct, defendants raised colorable claims; whether, in light of Supreme Court’s
decision in State v. Evans (329 Conn. 770), defendants’ motions to correct no
longer presented colorable claims of illegal sentence.
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Conspiracy to commit robbery in first degree; robbery in first degree; kidnapping
in first degree; whether trial court properly dismissed motion to correct illegal
sentence for lack of subject matter jurisdiction where motion attacked validity
of guilty pleas, via claim of insufficiency of evidence, and did not challenge
legality of sentence or manner in which sentence was imposed.

State v. Turner . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 693
Felony murder; robbery in first degree; attempt to possess narcotics; claim that

defendant’s due process rights were violated because trial court improperly
allowed jury to base guilty verdict on legally invalid but factually supported
theory that completed larceny by false pretenses, which was accomplished by bail
scheme, that preceded use of force, and was part of continuous course of larcenous
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conduct, could be predicate felony for robbery and felony murder; claim that
larceny by false pretenses could not be predicate felony for robbery or felony
murder because no force was used to obtain property; claim that there was
insufficient evidence to support conviction of attempt to possess narcotics; claim
that there was insufficient evidence that defendant actively attempted to pos-
sess narcotics.

Turchiano v. Roadmaster Paving & Sealing, LLC (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . 902
U.S. Bank, National Assn. v. Fitzpatrick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 773

Foreclosure; standing; special defenses; claim that trial court improperly denied
motion to dismiss action; whether trial court correctly determined that plaintiff
had standing to bring action; whether plaintiff demonstrated that it was valid
holder of note and owner of the debt with standing to pursue action; whether
defendant failed to satisfy his burden of proving that another party was owner
of subject note and debt; claim that trial court improperly granted motion for
summary judgment as to liability; claim that genuine issues of material fact
existed as to plaintiff’s standing; whether defendant failed to meet his burden
of demonstrating that genuine issues of material fact existed as to his equitable
defenses of laches and unclean hands.

U.S. Bank Trust, N.A. v. Giblen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 221
Foreclosure; motion for approval of committee sale; annulment of automatic stay

by Bankruptcy Court; claim that trial court’s approval of sale was void ab initio
because it exceeded scope of Bankruptcy Court’s order annulling bankruptcy stay;
whether Bankruptcy Court’s order annulling stay was intended only to permit
committee to recover fees and expenses; whether trial court abused its discretion
in granting committee’s motion for approval of sale; reviewability of claim that
certain irregularities with motion for approval of sale prevented defendants from
realizing substantial amount of equity in subject property; whether defendants
failed to show any injury resulting specifically from five claimed irregularities
with motion for approval of sale.
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Viking Construction, Inc. v. 777 Residential, LLC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 245

Contracts; whether trial court erred in rendering summary judgment in favor of
cross claim plaintiffs; whether defects, errors and omissions exclusion of builder’s
risk policy unambiguously barred coverage; claim that defects, errors and omis-
sions exclusion of builder’s risk policy did not bar recovery because damaged
windows were not part of renovation; claim that recovery for damage to windows
was not barred by defects, errors and omissions exclusion of builder’s risk policy
because exclusion applied only to finished product, not to process implemented
by subcontractor who damaged windows; claim that renovation endorsement
would have been rendered meaningless if exclusion applied; whether trial court
incorrectly interpreted resulting loss clause as entitling cross claim plaintiffs
to coverage.

Villafane v. Commissioner of Correction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 566
Habeas corpus; reviewability of claim that habeas court abused its discretion in

denying petition for certification to appeal with respect to issue of whether habeas
court improperly denied motions for appointment of habeas counsel; failure of
petitioner to raise claim in petition for certification to appeal; reviewability of
claim that habeas court abused its discretion in denying petition for certification
to appeal with respect to issue of whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assis-
tance; failure to brief claim adequately.

Vitti v. Milford . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 398
Workers’ compensation; whether Compensation Review Board erred as matter of law

by applying version of applicable statute ([Rev. to 2009] § 7-433c) that was in
effect on date of plaintiff’s injury to plaintiff’s claim for heart and hypertension
benefits; claim that board should have applied version of § 7-433c that was in
effect on date of plaintiff’s hire in 1993; claim that board erred as matter of law
by affirming finding of Workers’ Compensation Commissioner that plaintiff’s
giant cell myocarditis constituted heart disease under § 7-433c; credibility of wit-
nesses.

Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. v. Fitzpatrick. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 231
Foreclosure; notice requirements of mortgage; whether trial court properly deter-

mined that certain two letters together substantially complied with notice require-
ments in mortgage deed; whether trial court’s finding that defendants did not
prove special defense of laches was clearly erroneous; whether defendants estab-
lished that any alleged delay by plaintiff resulted in prejudice to them; whether
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trial court’s reduction in interest that accrued while first of two foreclosure
actions was pending equitably addressed any delay in first foreclosure action.

Woodbury-Correa v. Reflexite Corp. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 623
Workers’ compensation; motion to preclude, appeal from decision of Compensation

Review Board affirming decision of Workers’ Compensation Commissioner deny-
ing motion to preclude defendant employer from contesting compensability of
plaintiff’s injuries; whether board exceeded its authority by making new factual
finding, in contradiction to that made by commissioner, that defendant had filed
proper form 43 contesting liability; claim that, pursuant to statute (§ 31-249c
[b]), defendant was conclusively presumed to have accepted compensability of
plaintiff’s injury because form 43 disclaimer was not timely filed; whether defense
of impossibility applied where defendant could not commence payment within
statutory time period but could provide timely notice of intent to contest liability
by filing form 43.

Zaniewski v. Zaniewski . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 386
Dissolution of marriage; claim that trial court improperly failed to use parties’ net

incomes in calculating its orders of child support and alimony; claim that trial
court improperly ordered defendant to pay alimony in amount that exceeded
ability to pay; claim that trial court abused its discretion by crafting inequitable
property distribution and alimony orders; whether it was possible to ascertain
what path trial court followed in crafting its support orders and dividing marital
assets without engaging in pure speculation; whether defendant did all that could
reasonably be expected to obtain articulation; whether unique circumstances of
case warranted new trial on financial matters; whether presumption of correct-
ness of trial court’s orders applied where there was inadequate factual record and
appellant did all that could reasonably be expected of him to obtain articulation of
factual findings necessary to obtain review of financial orders but was thwarted,
through no fault of his own, due to retirement of trial judge.


